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SUMMARY OF DRAFT 2016 303(D) COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7, States, Territories atitbaized Tribes must submit biennially to the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) a listivater-quality limited (impaired)
segments, pollutants causing impairment, and tiogigyrranking of waters targeted for Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) development. The MissoDepartment of Natural Resources
(department) placed the draft 2016 303(d) Lisihgbaired waters on public notice from Oct. 1,
2015 to Jan. 31, 2016. All original comments reediduring this public notice period are
available online on the department’s website at
http://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/waterquality/303d/303chhtComments were received from the
following groups or individuals:

Newman, Comley and Ruth P.C. Law Firm
City of Independence

Boone County

City of Springfield

EPA, Region 7

Missouri Department of Conservation

This document summarizes and paraphrases the casineerived, provides the department’s
responses to those comments, and notes any chaiaglesto the final draft 2016 303(d) List of
Impaired Waters or supporting documentation. A ranking of impaired waters for TMDL
development will be produced and placed on puliiece following approval of the 2016 303(d)
List by the Missouri Clean Water Commission.

Newman, Comley and Ruth comments

Cave Springs Branch (WBID 3245U-01) — Category 4A ater body

No data was offered to support the 1998 impairntistihg for Cave Springs Branch
other than a suggestion the watercourse had unsidgottom deposits. In 2010, the
Clean Water Commission approved the removal of Garengs Branch from the
Missouri impaired waters list, but the EPA reinstthe listing without any additional
data to suggest unsightly bottom deposits persistediscussion regarding wastewater
treatment facility upgrades completed by SimmormiBEpin addition to chemical and
biological report summaries were provided as eviagetine watercourse is no longer
impaired for unsightly bottom deposits. It is recoended that Cave Springs Branch be
removed from the 303(d) List and the TMDL be resmih

Department Response

Cave Springs Branch has not been included on #ife 2016 303(d) List of impaired
waters and therefore cannot be “removed” from igte The department recognizes and
appreciates the facility upgrades completed by Sims1oods to improve their
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wastewater treatment processes. In 2010, CSB wasdrfrom Category 5 (i.e., the
303(d) List) of Missouri’s Integrated Report to €giry 4A, due to EPA approval of the
Cave Springs Branch TMDL to address total nitroged total phosphorus attributed to
cause the excess production of benthic (bottom imigvalgae
(http://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/tmdl/docs/3245u-01-capersys-br-tmdl.pdf. The TMDL
recognizes that improvements to the wastewateintera facilities at Simmons Foods,
Inc., have improved water quality in CSB and, asdbmment references, the department
has monitored these improvements. However, lapticgtion of poultry litter and
fertilizer can and do continue to cause or contalia nutrient loading in the Cave
Springs Branch watershed. In this respect, the TibBould not be considered invalid
and reductions in nutrient loading, particularlyotingh reductions from nonpoint sources,
are still relevant and implementable to meet TMBigets.

Furthermore, the purpose of a TMDL is to deterntivepollutant loading a water body
can assimilate without exceeding Missouri’'s WatealQy Standards. The EPA
guidance document “Considerations for Revising\&fithdrawing TMDLS,”
recommends that “existing TMDLs not be withdrawmgly because the load and
wasteload allocations have been implemented suodgsand the water is now attaining
water quality standards. EPA recommends that &suatcessful” TMDLs remain in
place to ensure that water quality standards coatio be maintained in the future, and
that their water quality analyses and allocatiggedts continue to inform permit writers’
and stakeholders’ efforts to maintain those wateity standards.” As discussed
previously with Simmons Foods and its consultamtsjccessful water quality attainment
demonstration would place Cave Springs Branch iatening category within
Missouri’'s Integrated Report and future enhancerteettie facility with regard to
nutrients may not be necessary. Should Simmond$=agsh to pursue this option
further, please contact the department’'s Watergtetection Section, Monitoring and
Assessment Unit. No changes were made to the pedp2016 303(d) List as a result of
this comment.

Middle Fork Black River (WBID 2744)

This water body was originally listed in 2012, n#s removed from the 303(d) List
during the 2014 listing cycle. Documentation wesvpded that supported the 2014
delisting decision.

Department Response

The department appreciates Newman, Comley and IRRutging this oversight to the
department’s attention. This water body was inaewly added back to the impaired
waters list during the current listing cycle. Thaterbody will be reinstated into
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Category 2B within Missouri’s Integrated Report fbe aquatic life protection use. A
comment was added to the Middle Fork Black Riveeasment worksheet and the
department’s assessment database to note thisechang

West Fork Black River (WBID 2755) — Category 4A wagr body

The Doe Run Company requests the department retmewest Fork Black River
nutrient impairment from the 303(d) List. The Westk Black River was placed on the
1998 impaired list for nutrients 0.2 miles downatreof the West Fork Mine. A
department study completed in 2002 and 2003 foonvddvels of chlorophyll in the
stream, and the West Fork Doe Run discharge cammaetermined conclusively as
contributing a significant nutrient load resultimg increased periphyton growth. To
date, the department nor EPA has produced anyesudi document the general criteria
or recreational uses have been impaired by nutsemthe West Fork Black River, nor
evidence that benthic algae is impairing recreasibuses.

Department Response

West Fork Black River has not been included onditaét 2016 303(d) List of impaired
waters for nutrient impairment and therefore car®tremoved” from the list. During
the 2008 303(d) listing cycle, the department rec@mded removing the West Fork
Black River from the impaired waters list for netits. The recommendation for
delisting was not approved by EPA. In 2010, WFB&swnoved from Category 5 (i.e.,
the 303(d) List) of Missouri’s Integrated ReporiGategory 4A due to EPA establishing
a TMDL for nutrients to address the impairment.e TMMDL was developed by EPA,
Region 7 as a result of a 2001 consent deénmeerican Canoe Association, et al. v.
EPA, N0.98-1195-CV-W in consolidation with No. 2B2-CV-W, February 27, 2001
The TMDL is based upon water quality measuremamntsotal nitrogen, total
phosphorus, chlorophyll, and flow data collectearfr2001 to 2009. The nutrient data is
attached as Appendix A of the West Fork Black RivgiDL
http://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/tmdl/docs/2755-w-fk-blackmdl.pdf

The department agrees that available studies dodnation suggest that West Fork
Black River is on a path toward attaining appliealvhter quality standards. As
discussed previously with the Doe Run Company tndansultants, a successful water
quality attainment demonstration would place WeskmBlack River in an attaining
category within Missouri’s Integrated Report antufe enhancement to the facility with
regard to nutrients may not be necessary. Shboelbe Run Company wish to pursue
this option further, please contact the departnséimatershed Protection Section,
Monitoring and Assessment Unit. No changes werdenta the proposed 2016 303(d)
List as a result of this comment.
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The City of Independence comments

Little Blue River (WBID 0422)

Additional U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) bactedeta is available for the Little Blue
River at 39th Street (site number 06893910) fro®620 2009. The USGS has been
sampling the Little Blue River and other waters emal cooperative agreement with the
City of Independence to satisfy requirements oflitds Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer System (MS4) permit. This site is locatsttegam from most of the City of
Independence’s MS4.

Department Response

The department was unaware this data existed gmé@ptes the information. The
department will include the site information andedia future listing cycles. No changes
were made to the proposed 2016 303(d) List asudt r@fsthis comment.

The City of Independence also provided a commentréfates to the TMDL

development, rather than the listing process itgkle to concerns about future TMDL
requirements that may be established for the Indépece MS4. Based upon a USGS
report, increased bacteria densities correlatedwittcreased suspended sediment during
storms at all sites. Therefore, when the departrdenelops the Little Blue River TMDL,
please keep the following in mind:

* If storm water influenced samples are included,Liitiee Blue River exceeds the
bacteria standard for whole body contact beforeritier enters the City of
Independence.

 TMDL development efforts may require a broader sdogyond the MS4 to
address non-human sources of bacteria.

Because of the predominance of non-human sourakseasuspension issues, the
department should make TMDL development for tlasmseof the Little Blue River a
low priority.

Department Response

The department appreciates the comment and witeshaith the Water Protection
Program, Watershed Protection Section, TMDL/Modglimit. No changes were made
to the proposed 2016 303(d) List as a result af tbmment.
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Spring Branch (WBID 5004)

The City of Independence provided a comment reggriie USGS gage located on the
bridge at Holke Road. Dissolved oxygen data wlleded from this site for a number

of years from 2005-2007, but the data was ratetpasr” by the USGS and not
representative of the stream due to rip rap catghdebris and sediment. The monitoring
site was subsequently relocated downstream. TI@S Eso provided follow-up
information about this site and agreed the data waisrepresentative of instream
conditions.

Department Response

The department appreciates the informati®his monitoring site was removed from the
assessment worksheet and the data reassessetkviBeel assessment indicates that
Spring Branch is unimpaired by low dissolved oxygenl therefore wilbe removed from
the draft 2016 303(d) List.

Boone County comments

Little Cedar Creek (WBID 0744)

The Little Cedar Creek at Zaring Road is locatedujpstream from the section of stream
that is proposed for listing on the 2016 303(dtLishis site appears to be located below
a box culvert where the stream only flows followpngcipitation events. During
baseflow conditions, a pool of water is retainetblaethe box culvert, and the county
believes this is an inappropriate site for sampleigsolved oxygen. In addition, during
the informational meeting it was discussed that 8SGeam flow data was not included.
Therefore, there are no indications that flow pattein the Little Cedar Creek were
different during 1999 to 2002.

Department Response

Based upon the comment, and information providethduhe Nov. 3, 2015 public
availability meeting, department staff confirmed 8ite location provided on the draft
2016 303(d) List was incorrect. Further invesigratevealed the dissolved oxygen data
was not collected from Little Cedar Creek, therataking the assessment invalid. This
water body will be removed from the draft 2016 2)3(ist due to these assessment
errors.
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The City of Springfield comments

Ward Branch (WBID 2374)

The City provided a comment and supporting inforamategarding the impairment
listing on Ward Branch for pH. The City believhs tisting should be removed for
multiple reasons. The pH data were collected foihg a first flush event, and were not
measured according to EPA procedures. In additather data collected as part of a
Section 319 Nonpoint Source grant project did ndidgate a pH impairment in Ward
Branch.

Department Response

The department appreciates the clarification raggrdow pH data was collected and
analyzed from Ward Branch. Since the data areoasidered representative of annual
ambient conditions, and were not collected or arelyfollowing EPA protocols, the data
will not be used for assessing Ward Branch. Tloeegthis water body will be removed
from the draft 2016 303(d) List and a comment Wéladded to the Ward Branch
assessment worksheet for future reference.

Regarding the Ward Branch assessment workboolCithgecommended that the
department should either completely remove théabéled "Inverts" or clearly note that
until such time appropriate reference stream da&@ollected, existing biological data
cannot be used for impairment decisions, and ref®¥e to macroinvertebrate score
criteria and explicit statements of impairment skloalso be removed.

Department Response

The department agrees with the City in this instabat would like to note that other
chemical or biological data are often providedgsptemental information to support a
listing or delisting determination. Since the phpiairment listing will be removed from
the draft 2016 303(d) List, the Ward Branch assessmorkbook will be removed from
the department’'s webpage as it is no longer agdgbca

Wilsons Creek (WBID 2375)

The City of Springfield provided a comment in fawbdelisting Wilsons Creek for
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) based updditional data resulting in a
geometric mean less than 150 percent of the prebafbéct concentration (PEC)
threshold. Additionally, toxicity data recently deaavailable on EPA’s Storage and
Retrieval (STORET) website provides strong eviddmatethere are no toxicity issues in
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Wilsons Creek. In addition, the "Sediment PAHsEasment worksheet states that PAHs
exceeded 150 percent of the PEC thresholds upstoédime Southwest Treatment Plant.
However, this assertion is not supported by tha dable, which shows the PAH
geometric mean is below 150 percent upstream dbthehwest Treatment Plant. The
City requests the department correct this issubenlisting worksheet.

Department Response

Department staff reviewed the information and agitee data is promising with respect
to water quality status of the creek. However,dbpartment would like some additional
information and further evaluation of this datadvefsupporting a de-listing decision.
The department agrees that an assessment workshsetliment should not have been
included with the impairment listing for E. colHowever, it should be noted that the
EPA also provided a comment regarding Wilsons Crelgkh required a correction to
the sediment assessment worksheet. A departnsgunse addressing the correction
can be found under EPA comments for this water body

In addition, the City provided a comment that tlepartment should either completely
remove the tab labeled "Inverts" or clearly notatthntil such time appropriate
reference stream data are collected, existing lgiwlal data cannot be used for
impairment decisions. References to macroinveatelscore criteria and explicit
statements of impairment should be removed. TtyeatZio finds the use of fish Index of
Biotic Integrity (IBI) metrics questionable and g@gts renaming the tab labeled
"Community-4A", which incorrectly suggests thatsatils Creek is currently on the
305(b) category 4A and has a completed TMDL.

Department Response

As previously noted in the response for Ward Brawother chemical or biological data
are often included to support a listing or deligtdecision. The department agrees,
however, that the assessment worksheet for "Irvesuld not have been included with
the impairment listing for Escherichia coli, ordeli. Biological data does not directly
support a bacteriological impairment, therefore, adssessment worksheet should have
been removed under these circumstances. Howeypregiously stated EPA also
provided a comment on Wilsons Creek that causeddhenunity tab to be retained.
Therefore, in response to this comment, the demetiimas added a note to the
assessment worksheet stating the TDML was vacaigdhe assessment worksheet tab
was also relabeled.
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Jordan Creek (WBID 3374)

The City of Springfield finds that the departmendéonale for listing Jordan Creek as
impaired does not meet the weight of evidence remdnts outlined in the 2016 Listing
Methodology Document (LMD). The draft list ideesfJordan Creek as impaired based
upon sediment samples that exceeded the 150 paifcdret PEC threshold for PAH
compounds. However, sediment data alone is nbtiguit for listing Jordan Creek as
impaired.

Department Response

Department staff reviewed the information and agitee data is promising with respect
to water quality status of the creek. However,dbpartment would like some additional
information and further evaluation of this datadsefsupporting a de-listing decision.

The 2013 sediment data was not previously asségstt: department due to the timing
of when the data became available during the 2i31iad cycle. The 2013 sediment data
was collected and assessed by EPA. Benthic setitlaéawas collected to determine if
pollutants within the sediments were contributiodghte aquatic life impairment. The
EPA placed Jordan Creek on the 2014 303(d) LisPfairs in sediment following the
2014 LMD approved by the Clean Water Commission 223012 (2014 EPA approval
memo:http://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/waterquality/docs/2014-@pproval-memo.piif In
reviewing the available data during the 2016 Igptiycle, the category 5 (303(d) List)
decision was retained by the department. As st#tedyeometric mean of sediment data
was assessed following the 2014 LMD at 150 perottite PEC thresholds for PAH
compounds. The 150 percent PEC verses the 108md?&C threshold provides a
conservative assessment of sediment toxicity anplatential for toxicity to aquatic life.

In reviewing the sediment data collected in 20bh8,geometric mean for the PAH
compounds exceeded the 150 percent thresholds ang\lktween 50 percent and 106
percent, indicating an increased potential for sedit toxicity.

The City of Springfield also commented that theadepent includes aquatic biological
data as part of its rationale. The City states dla¢a should not be used until such time
as appropriate reference stream data is availablée City believes it is inappropriate

to make listing decisions based on such data. eEitbmpletely remove the tab labeled
"Community-4A" or clearly note that until such tieyepropriate reference stream data is
collected, existing biological data cannot be usmdmpairment decisions. In addition,
fish IBI scores only apply to streams of 3rd to &tter in size in the Ozark ecoregion.
The Community-4A tab incorrectly suggests thatdorGreek is currently in 305(b)
category 4A and has a completed TMDL.
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Department Response

The department would like to reiterate that otlemaical or biological data are often
provided as supplemental information to suppoistanly or delisting determination.

In February 2013, the US District Courts vacated\Wilsons Creek and Jordan Creek
TMDLs ( http://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/tmd|/2375-wilsons-3374€an-cks-record.htin
These water bodies should have been reinstated icabegory 5 listing and retained on
the 303(d) List. However, during the 2014 listoygle EPA approved the department’s
request for Jordan Creek to be moved from a Cagegbsting to Category 3B (available
data suggested noncompliance but there is inseifficdata to conduct a full assessment
in accordance with the LMD - 2014 EPA approval memo
http://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/waterquality/docs/201&-egpproval-memo.piif In

response to this comment, the department has addetk to the assessment worksheet
stating the TMDL was vacated and the worksheewabre-labeled.

Regarding the Fish IBI scores provided on the Jofdi@ek assessment worksheet, it
appears this information has been provided on$bessment worksheet since 2010.
This information was based upon data presentedSiprimgfield City Utilities study

report. The results of this study were used tgetghe original placement of Jordan
Creek in a Category 5 listing due to a declineigdiversity in the aquatic community.

Per the City of Springfield, recent toxicity dasaaivailable from the EPA Storage and
Retrieval (STORET) website and provides strongeemi€d there are no toxicity issues in
Jordan Creek. The City also provided a summarpxitity data collected from Jordan
Creek and a biocriteria reference site on May 1@ 2 and June 23, 2015.

Department Response

The department was unaware that 2015 data wasdeulda the EPA STORET website.
For the 2016 assessment cycle, the EPA STORET teabas queried and all available
data was downloaded in October, 2014. Any dataag#d to the EPA STORET website
after this time was not available for the 2016 sssent. No changes were made to the
proposed 2016 303(d) List as a result of these cemsn

North Branch Wilsons Creek (WBID 3811)

The City of Springfield provided a comment statirfonds the department’s supporting
rationale for listing North Branch Wilsons Creekiagaired does not meet the weight of
evidence requirements outlined in the 2016 LMDrtiNBranch Wilsons Creek is
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impaired for zinc based on sediment data that ed&&&0 percent of the PEC.

Missouri's LMD states the department will use aglieof evidence analysis for
evaluating all narrative criteria and in the casetoxic chemicals occurring in benthic
sediment rather than water, the numeric threshakksd to determine the need for further
evaluation will be the PEC. Accordingly, exceedsnaf PEC values should only be used
to place water bodies in category 3B of the LMDasmart of the weight of evidence
analysis. Without additional data or biological xicity data, there is insufficient
evidence that North Branch Wilsons Creek is imghir€he city requests North Branch
Wilsons Creek be delisted.

Department Response

The 2013 sediment data was not previously asségstee department due to the timing
of when the data became available during the 281idd cycle. The 2013 sediment data
were collected and assessed by EPA. The EPA pMo#gti Branch Wilsons Creek on
the 2014 303(d) List for elevated zinc in sedimeifowing the 2014 LMD approved by
the Clean Water Commission on May 2, 2012. Newrmftion was not available at the
time of the 2016 assessment cycle to justify a gbda the listing determination. This
water body will be prioritized for additional moaitng. No changes were made to the
proposed 2016 303(d) List as a result of this contme

Pearson Creek (WBID 2373)

The City of Springfield does not support the deparit’s listing of Pearson Creek for an
aguatic life impairment stating the department canepl Pearson Creek biological data
to inappropriate reference stream data. In additithe worksheet tab labeled "Invert-5"
should be either removed or all reference to impent decision be deleted along with
references to macroinvertebrate score criteriasibuld be noted until such time that
appropriate reference stream data is collectedstxg biological data cannot be used
for impairment decisions.

Department Response

Pearson Creek was originally placed in Categoryrind the 2002 assessment cycle due
to reduced aquatic biodiversity caused by unknawicity. In 2011 a TMDL was
developed by EPA, but was later vacated (see bedsponse for additional information).
During the 2014 listing cycle, the department rexfie@ the water body be removed from
Category 5 and placed into Category 3B (availabla duggested noncompliance but
there is insufficient data to conduct a full asee=st in accordance with the LMD) based
on a public comment received from the City of Sgfield that the aquatic
macroinvertebrate community was inappropriatelesssd against biological reference
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streams provided within Table | of Missouri’'s Watuality Standards. EPA rejected
the delisting of Pearson Creek because it wasnaligilisted as impaired for a
documented decline in biotic diversity due to unkngollutants. This cause of
impairment was not dependent upon an assessmtr sfate’s Macroinvertebrate
Stream Condition Inde#VISCI) score procedure
(http://dnr.mo.gov/env/wpp/waterquality/docs/201 4&-epproval-memo.pjif
Additional studies by the department have beendidbd to determine if the biotic
diversity in Pearson Creek has improved sinceritgral listing.

The City of Springfield also had questions and eoms regarding a biological study
completed by URS Corporation and the methodoloiigwed.

Department Response

The Pearson Creek biological study was completed®$ Corporation in 2009 under
contract with EPA. A copy of the report was obg&airirom EPA and provided to the
City. According to the report, titled “Samplingrf@onsent Decree Waters In Missouri:
Pearson Creek Springfield, MO Task Order No. 2088-fhe aquatic macroinvertebrates
were collected following the departments samplind anumeration protocols for field
work and analysis [footnote: MODNR Semi-QuantitatMacroinvertebrate Stream
Bioassessment Project Procedure and MoDNR Stredntatdssessment Project
Procedure]. The macroinvertebrate samples weresgbeted, and identification and
calculation of performance metrics were complebgtthe Ozarks Environmental and
Water Resources Institute (OEWRI) in accordancé départment protocols.

The City of Springfield noted the assessment wegtshnly presents one habitat score
and it is unclear what the value in the workshegiresents.

Department Response

Following the department’s protocol, one habitstegsment is completed once per site
per season (fall or spring). The department’staacores have been added to the
assessment worksheet. The URS report provided $atries, but the department was
uncertain how these scores compared to referereansiconditions. A specific
reference stream was not discussed in the URStreal therefore, the URS data was
removed from the Pearson Creek assessment workshestrevision did not change the
Category 5 listing determination.

The City of Springfield commented that the assestswmrksheet indicates that 95
percent of the reference streams score 16 or higheres this mean that on the
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assessment date 8/7/2015, 95 percent of the streemnsd 16 or above, or is the value
adjusted over time? It would seem likely that taecpntage would change over time.

Department Response

The department appreciates the question and opytyrfor clarification. Additional
information and details have been added to thesassnt worksheet to explain the
reference stream percentage scores per samplisgrsea

The City of Springfield noted that four of the séaam@mre more than seven (7) years old
from the original listing date (2014). The depagtmis supposed to provide a written
justification for using the data on the assessmarksheets.

Department Response

The 2004, 2005, 2009, and 2014 macroinvertebrathest have not indicated changes in
the watershed that would cause the “older” dataottonger be considered representative
of current conditions. Without additional inforrmat indicating the data is no longer
representative, it is reasonable to assume the dida is still representative. According
to EPA guidance, the data should not automatidsdlyreated as unrepresentative of
relevant segment conditions solely on the basagefwithout supporting information
indicating that the data are not a good indicafa@uorent conditions. An explanation for
utilizing the "older" data has been added to tharstn Creek assessment worksheet.

Per the City of Springfield recent toxicity dataadable for the EPA STORET website
provides strong evidence that there are no toxisgyes in Pearson Creek. The City
provided a summary of the toxicity data from Pear€oeek and a biocriteria reference
site for samples collected on May 19, 2015 and A%&015.

Department Response

The department was unaware that 2015 data wasdeulda the EPA STORET website.
For the 2016 assessment cycle, the EPA STORET teabas queried and all available
data downloaded in October 2014. Any data uploadéde EPA STORET website after
this time was not available for the 2016 assessmidntchanges were made to the
proposed 2016 303(d) List as a result of these cemisn

Although many of the Springfield area waters weifmrain on the impaired waters list,
current and future efforts by the city will helgonm the prioritization of these waters for
future watershed restoration efforts. Where |lagrgatstrategies exist for the pollutants
of concern, the department has flexibility to delatal Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
development in lieu of other administrative measuseich as Category 5-Alt, on the
state’s integrated report. Upon approval of th&&2803(d) list by the commission, the
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department will begin prioritization of impaired tees for future watershed restoration
efforts.

The department appreciates the efforts of the @ifypringfield toward developing
comprehensive, long-term strategies for addressatgr quality concerns as part of their
Integrated Plan for the Environment. The city'®#ds to address storm water quantity
and quality through infrastructure improvementstimanagement practices and citizen
education are positive steps toward managemenbwhsvater and the pollutants it
carries. Implementation of the city’s plan indieatstrong, positive commitment on the
part of the city toward addressing short and long terrmsteater issues. The
department looks forward to working collaborativeligh the city toward betterment of
water quality in southwest Missouri.

EPA Region 7 comments

Barker Creek Tributary (WBID 4083)

EPA provided a comment stating this water bodyappsed to be newly listed for
impairment due to an excursion of the EPA-apprdM&souri water quality criterion for
dissolved oxygen. In review of the state sup@ssssment spreadsheet, it was noted
that the assessment also recommended impairmeattidayde plus sulfate and pH.
However, the draft list does not include those imvpairments.

Department Response

The Barker Creek Tributary was originally placedCiategory 5 due to a violation of the
general criteria during the 1998 listing cycle.2B04, the water body was moved from
Category 5 to Category 4A due to the approval ML for pH and sulfate that
addressed the pollutant impairment. This wateyhaitl be removed from the proposed
2016 list and reinstated into Category 4A. A comtrieas been added to the Barker
Creek Tributary assessment worksheet and the de@eai's assessment database.

Bee Fork (WBID 2760)

EPA commented that this water body is proposeda tiisbed for contaminated sediments
(lead). This water body was previously listedléad in water and the supplied
assessment spreadsheet also identifies lead i wetesediment.
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Department Response

The department appreciates the comment and EPgibgrhis oversight to the
department’s attention. The pollutant for Bee Rwds inadvertently listed as impaired
for lead in sediment, when the correct Categorigting should be lead in water. The
pollutant matrix listing has been corrected ongheposed 2016 303(d) List.

Blackberry Creek (WBID 3184)

EPA stated this water body is proposed for listiong to a total dissolved solids
impairment. It was previously listed for an exeéansof the chloride plus sulfate
criterion. The EPA-approved Missouri Water Qualiandards do not have a criterion
for total dissolved solids but do for chloride pkidfate. Under section 303(d), a state’s
waters are assessed against the state’s EPA-apgneager quality standards. In this
case a listing for total dissolved solids coulddmeassessment of the state’s narrative
criteria, however, the state must still assess lagjahe criterion of chloride plus sulfate.
In its action on the 2014 Missouri Section 303(}t,Lthe EPA added this water body to
the list for chloride plus sulfate.

Department Response

The department appreciates the comment and wilecbthe pollutant listing for
Blackberry Creek. The chloride plus sulfate palhitis not available as a dropdown
option within the electronic reporting system, anerefore, total dissolved solids was
selected as a place holder for the pollutant giméilchloride plus sulfate pollutant can be
manually entered into the system as the propeutamit. The department will update the
pollutant listing for Blackberry Creek to chlorigius sulfate. This correction was
missed during the 2016 listing cycle, and was exVisn the proposed 2016 303(d) List.

Brush Creek (WBID 1371)

EPA stated this water body is proposed to continuae listed for dissolved oxygen. For
the 2016 cycle an additional cause of total suspdrablids has been added. In a review
of the provided assessment spreadsheet it is tiodedhe assessment does not indicate
an impairment for total suspended solids. The tskegicitly states there are low levels
of total suspended solids.

Department Response

The department appreciates the comment and EP&ibgrthis listing error to the
department’s attention. This pollutant was appdove EPA to be delisted during the
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2012 listing cycle. This information was correctedhe department’s database and the
water body removed from the proposed 2016 303(&t) Li

Brush Creek (WBID 3986, previously 418U of Blue Rier)

EPA commented that the assessments (sic) sheetrbes The calculations are not in
the same column as the data being assessed. dtkel&t not use the same data that was
used by EPA to list this water for PAHs in sedimewéw data for this water body
available at the KCwaters.org web site (the sowes identified to the state during the
2014 listing cycle and, therefore, should be comsd readily available) but was not

used in the 2016 cycle assessment.

Department Response

The department accessed the data from KCwatersieebnd updated the Brush Creek
assessment worksheet. Following the departmerdgtodology, the PAHs that
exceeded the 150 percent PEC threshold in sedimedtnatch with the EPA 2014
Category 5 listing, include chrysene, phenanthrand,pyrene. The department also
assessed fluoranthene as exceeding the 150 p&ieénthreshold.

Supplemental sediment data was also reviewed framHy Creek just across the state
line in Kansas. This data indicated the PAHSs #hsd exceeded the 150 percent PEC
threshold were Benzo[a]anthracene, and benzo[ajpyre

Center Creek (WBID 3203)

EPA commented that this water body is proposeddbsting of lead contaminated
sediments due to a change in the state’s methogddtwgssessing potentially toxic
sediments. While the geometric mean of all sedis@nples now falls below the
narrative threshold, all samples collected fromendilthrough 11.6 are greater than the
threshold. This indicates that the new methodolegylts in an overall average of
nontoxic sediments, while all samples from the dweated within historic mining areas
still indicate potential toxicity based on the nablogy. As such, the ten mile portion of
this assessment unit with toxic sediments grehtdrthe state’s narrative threshold is
masked and not acknowledged by this proposal.

Department Response

In reviewing the site locations, three of the s#es located upstream of the historical
mining areas (e.g. Webb City and Oronogo MinesiacBeting river miles to assess the
upstream and downstream sites separately does tteulmaver reach of Center Creek

16



SUMMARY OF DRAFT 2016 303(D) COMMENTS

(approximately 13 miles) to exceed the 150 perB&(E threshold for lead in sediment.
The department has revised the assessment workehetdin lead in sediment as part of
the Category 5 listing and have added this watdyfpmllutant pair to the proposed 2016
303(d) List.

Flat River Creek (WBID 2168)

EPA commented that this water body is propose@we the impairment cause of lead in
fish tissue added for the 2016 listing cycle. Wew of the EPA-approved TMDL for this
water body (Big River TMDL, approved 3/24/2010)wtdhe TMDL targets specifically
identified lead in fish tissue. As such, that TMdpplies to this cause and the water
body/pollutant combination already has a TMDL. &Aiddally, the cadmium impairment
has been shifted from water to sediment while §sessment spreadsheet indicates that
the impairment remains in water and not sediment.

Department Response

The department appreciates the comment and EPgibgrhis oversight to the
department’s attention. The department will reitesthe Category 4A listing for lead in
fish tissue for this water body and remove théngfrom the proposed 2016 303(d) List.
A comment has been added to the assessment worksmete the EPA approved
TMDL for Flat River.

Joplin Creek (WBID 5006)

EPA commented that this water body is proposetidting with causes of lead and
cadmium. In review of the assessment spreadsieétad impairment is shown. The
assessment identifies cadmium and zinc as impaisnfienthis water body. However,
there is only one excursion of zinc criteria shawthe sheet. One excursion does not
require the state to identify an impairment. Tkeessment target is typically more than
one excursion in three years on average.

Department Response

The department reviewed the assessment workshesagbn Creek, and noted there
were no chronic or acute exceedences for dissdbast] one acute/chronic event for
dissolved zinc, and seven chronic exceedencesdsolded cadmium. The assessment
worksheet for Joplin Creek has been correctedtla@€ategory 5 listing for dissolved
lead removed from the proposed 2016 303(d) List.
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Mississippi River (WBID 1707, 1707.03)

EPA commented that this water body is proposedmtirtue its listing for E. coli. The
water body identification number is not consistesiiween the 2014 list and the 2016
proposal.

Department Response

The department reviewed the draft 2016 303(d) &mst found the error was due to
rounding in Microsoft Excel. The Water Body ID (WB for the Mississippi River
(WBID 1707.03) has been corrected on the draft Z803d) List.

Peruque Creek (WBID 0216)

This water body is proposed for delisting base dack of fish kills since 2010. There
is no information presented that indicates the pspulation have recovered within the
water body assessment unit. As such, a delistaygba premature if the fish community
is absent. Time itself is not considered “goodseuor delisting an assessment unit.

Department Response

The department contacted the Missouri Departme@iooiservation to determine if any
fish community data was available to support astielj decision. It was communicated
that no fish community studies have been compleiédn this stream reach, however,
the fish kills in 2010 were most likely due to habiand hydrologic alterations.
Therefore, the department believes it would be @paite to move this water body to the
4C category as being impaired by pollution andanpbllutant.

Turkey Creek (WBID 3217)

EPA commented that the department has proposestidglihis water body for lead in
sediment. EPA stated the portion of the assessamérivetween Hwy 66 and Hwy 249
are consistently above the target for listing wotie exception. In addition,
contaminated sediments using the new averagingadelbgy continue for cadmium and
zinc. These multiple lines of evidence suggestraged impairment of this assessment
unit. The department’s proposal to delist thisevdiody pollutant combination was
originally disapproved by EPA during Missouri’s 2Dlisting cycle but was retained on
the list by the EPA.
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Department Response

The department reviewed the assessment worksheBtifkey Creek. It was noted that
sediment data collected in 1976 was retained ird#taset during the assessment cycle.
This data is important for historical reasons, hesveit may not be applicable to more
recent site conditions. The historical data wasgdl within a separate data table on the
assessment worksheet. In addition, the departreassessed the water body to bracket
sites upstream of Hwy 66 separately from sitestemthetween Hwy 66 and Hwy 43. It
is important to note, the revised assessment datdadicate that lead exceeded 150
percent of the PEC threshold between Hwy 66 and #BvyIn addition, the use of the
geometric mean calculation is consistent with hioe'REC thresholds were developed.
As a result of these analyses, the departmentetdin the request for lead in sediment to
be delisted for this water body. No changes weadarto the proposed 2016 303(d) List
as a result of this comment.

Willow Branch (WBID 3280)

This water body is proposed for delisting of thases of cadmium and lead
contaminated sediments based on a new listing rdetbgy. The listing is retained for
zinc contaminated sediments. Similar to TurkeyeKi(see above) this water body
exhibits sediment concentrations of cadmium and iegortions of the assessment unit
that consistently exceed the concentration tarfptisting. By taking the geometric
mean of all samples this condition is masked.

Department Response

As previously mentioned, the use of the geometeamfor determining sediment
pollutant concentrations is consistent with howRieC thresholds were developed. In
reviewing the assessment worksheet, the departnoéed an error in the 2014 site code
and site description. This information has beamembed to reflect where the sediment
sample was actually collected. The correctionmditichange the department’s listing
decision for this water body. As of 2014, the dapant has scheduled this water body
for follow-up sediment monitoring.

Wilsons Creek (WBID 2375)

The data presented for delisting of PAH contamidatediments in this water body do
not agree with the data collected by EPA. It setrase have been mix ups in the
location of some of the samples as data is atteithwid sites on dates where no samples
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were collected at those sites. If the state wbkié] EPA could resupply the original
data for reassessment.

Department Response

The department reviewed the data provided by ERAnated the original data did not
download correctly from the EPA STORET. The agsest worksheet for Wilsons
Creek was revised with the correct information ezaksessed. Benzo[a]anthracene,
chrysene, fluoranthene, phenanthrene, and pyresezdgd the 150 percent threshold for
PECs. These pollutants were in concentrationsdmivi5 to 61 percent greater than the
150 percent PEC thresholds. Therefore, this waddy will be retained as a Category 5
listing for these pollutants on the proposed 2008(8) List.

Missouri Department of Conservation’s (MDC) comment

MDC recommended information provided on suppor888(d) fish tissue assessment
worksheets that referenced the “McKee, 2002 (S@artght Fish Consumption in
Missouri — 2002 Mail Survey)” citation be removegchuse the report cited was a draft
report. The final report is in final preparatiomsd the cited information contained on
the 303(d) assessment worksheets will not appeteifinal report.

Department Response

The department appreciates the comment. Sinceitaigon was included as
supplemental information and did not change thessssent determinations, the citation
was removed from the fish tissue assessment wogkshe
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